Harold Yfelsberg 
Hyattstown, Md, 20734 
June 12, 1966 


t 


Mr. Clifton Daniel 
The K ew York Times 
New York, II. Y. 

Dear Mr. Daniel, 

Your World Dress speech interests me greetly because of my own experience wi th 
my book tl-IITSItlSH: TH3 HHP5HP ON THE TABH3H HEF'CHT end because of “my researches 
into the relations between our country and Cuba. I would very much like a copy of 
the complete tart and reference to any similar ia formation elsewhere, 

I hew siren the Times about ten copies . of my book. %ether one has reached you 
or nob, of course I do not know. Bat if you have time to read it, I wonder if you 
could than rc -examine the lust and third from the. lest paragraphs of your speech 
as printed in the Times? 

You also quota from the President's ANPA speech: "la it in the interest of 
national security?" Hare, as elsewhere in your speech, I think it might have been 
helpful had there .been some definition of "national security", for it seems to me 
to be inherent that this designation is employed to mean only "military security", 
and hare in only a Pentagon definition. Is it not clear that national security is 
not merely a military matter.' 

Assuming thon, ns I do, that national security is not merely military or of 
military determination, what is the responsibility of the press.' Have we not e 
clear definition in an often glorious tradition Straight back to Sengerv Is it 
the responsibility or function of the press to guarantee the military and para- 
military, the policy-usurping branches of the government immunity from public examina- 
tion of their activities, their intentions - their schemes? 

The Bay of Digs was either, hair-brained or sinister. If it hod only the given 
purpose, those who conceived end executed it require even closer scrutiny, as do 
those "experts" who approved it, for if there is any one thing about the entire 
fiasco that is certain, it is that everyone on the "in" knew it could not possibly 
succeed in that purpose, cr ma an indescribably fool unwort h^of public trust. 

Two things above all soon clear to me: that nations! security is not alone military 
security ( here, when the potentialities are considered, it was the opposite) ; end 
without the most basic change in our society, the press cannot constitute itself 
a fourth branch of the government and fulfill its assigned function and obligation. 

My experience with my book provides me little comfort about the diligence of the 
press in safeguarding what I regard as the astaoasl security. The assassination of 
an American President is a thing no element of the press should ever foreclose from 
its columns. As long as the most inconsiderable questions remain, is the ^resident 
or the Presidency ever safe, hence the country and tbs institutions? Especially 
is this true where there ere and alsaya were, in this assassination, so many sub- 
stantial questions about the most dubiousninquest. In this case, is the sole res- 
ponsibility of the American press to fall upon a few minor and powerless writers 
and are they to be confronted with the monolithic refusal of the reel power in the 
press? Is this how the freedom of the press is preserved, end is this how it meets 
its challenging responsibilities in a society such as ours? Is this how it safeguards 
the "national security"? I think not. 


Sincerely yours. 



